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lany factors have contributed to the success of the SEE project, 
r/ot the least withstanding, the time, effort and interest of many peo- 

)le in the Union Township school district. We would be remiss if we 
^did not acknowledge and express our most sincere appreciation to ... 

... the teachers of the kindergartens and first grade classes, who parti- 
cipated in the program, for iheir patience and forebearance for 
opening their classes to observation and to the scrutiny of many vis- 
itors and for their many constructive comments. 

... special thanks to Betty Frino, Mary Ulrich, Patricia Hanily and ^ 

Charlann Low, the teachers of the pilot first and second grade class- 
es for their wilMngness to take the uncharted path and mark the 
trails leading to our success. 

... to Wilma Lake, district elementary school helping teacher, for her 
tireless support and assistance. 

... to the elementary school principals for their cooperation in the 
scheduling and assignment of classes and their graciousness in wel- 
coming visitors to our program. 

... to Michael Bury, principal of Washington Sjdhool who, as advisor 
to the district knodergarten teachers, offered i(ivaluable assistance. 

... to Charles Murphy, principal of Battle Hill School, who believed 
in SEE and opened His school, its staff and facilities to our pilot pro- 
grams. 

... to Dr. James Caulfield, Assistant Superintendent of Schools, for 
his guidance and direction in the proparation of our proposals and 
his efforts in establishing our right to be. 

... to Dr. Fred Stahuber, former Superintendent of Schools, for 
granting us the permission to investigate and experiment. 

... to Dr. Robert Fleischer, Superintendent of Schools, for allowing 
us to continue and to expand to an ever broadening sphere of act- 

to the members of the township Board of Education for accepting 
the broad educational ramifications of the program. 
... to the members of the Advisory Committee, Dr. Steve Eisler, San- 
ford Greenwood, Dr. Daniel Maisel and Frank Moretti for their inter- 
est and assis* -ice. 

.. and to the staff of the Office of Program Development, New Jer- 
sey Department of Education for their support and direction. 



Milton Knobler \ 
Estelle Mones 
Arlene Schor 
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a' Perception is being. Perception is seeing what is looked at, 

a ^ 

□ hearing what is listened to, smelling what is smelled. Per^ 
ception is the total interaction of the individual with an 
experience. Perception is the pre-requisite for learning, 
PERCEPTION IS PROJECT SEE. 



The program was initiated under the originfjl title/Learning to Ste is SMing 
to L0arn/1n 1971 on an experimental/control basis. Our population, then 
consisted of fifty children in two experimental kindergarten classes matct^ed 
with another fifty children in two control classes.^^Our goal, then, was to 
make the children more visually aware and, to this end, we developed, what 
is now designated, our Level I program. 

We were, we found, in a heretofore unexplored area of education. The ob- 
vious precedents, the works of Ptaget, Montessori and Arnheim, were of 
little help since their writing centered on the native rather than the educated 
responses of children. Hence we had no insight as to whether children could 
go beyond what has been construed as normal capabilities. Our approach 
was simplistic • to the point of being naive. We were not psychologists, 
physiologist'i or sociologists searching the inner workings of children for the 
'whys' we were educators looking to improve the learning/teaching situa- 
tion. In retrospect, it wa*? our simple, naive approach which was to lead to 
our success. It is interesting to note, that though our goals have changed 
over the life of the program, our original design and format has remained 
much the same. / 

in time, our onvjmal title. Learning to See is Seemu to Learn/ was changed 
to 'SEE/ an acronym for 'Specific Education of the Cy*^.' This we w«ro to 
Una. was a rn^snofTjer smco it quic kly h^^came nvMirnr t^at wo were educa- 
ting the mind and not'tbe eye! 
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□ □□ 

To teach to karn is an ihtereking theory - especially In a 
system where the question fnight be asked, \.. to learn 
what?' Learning has always been associated with the 
transmission of information, but, is learning the result of 
the reception of information or of Its processing? If we 
logically conclude that data must be processed to be 
meaningful, it would follow that we must prepare children 
for learning before we can expect them t^do so. 
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How long would it takt • child to Itim how to iMrn? Whtn vyouM tht 
skills wt wtra in proo<is of dtvdoping btoonw part of tlM child? These were 
the questions we asked ourselves as we entered the second year of PROJECT 
SEE. 

.» 

» 

To teach children how to learn we first had to define, what was to u%, the 
process of learning. Lairnmg was seen as the manifestation of tha meaning- 
ful interaction of the learner, with an axperianoa. Wisawthaaxparienoeas 
being axistant • to be conveyed to the leamer ^«irou#i the senses • there to 
be processed in lidht of the learner's prior experiences to give meaning to 
tha particular experience. It followed, then, that if we were to prepare 

children to leem we had to first develop their sensory skills to the point 
that would allow for an in^th acceptance of the stimOfi of experi<|pce * 
and * secondly we had to establi^ a bank of prkir axperience which would 
give meaning to the new>xperiences offered through the program. 

Our pilot kindergarten experimental and control classes were divided into 
four first grade defies of: 

1. one group pf children from the experimental kindergartens 

2. one group of children from the control kindergartens 

3. one group combining children f rdm both experimental and control 
kindergartens to be an experimental first grade 

4. one group combining children from both experimental and control 
classes to be a control first grade. 

A second, more advanced level of the SEE instructional program wasxlesign- 
ed for introduction and field testing to the first grade pilot groups. Concur- 
rently the Level I program was introduced district wide in twenty-four kind- 
ergarten classft divided into twelve expierimental and twelve control groups 
totaling approximately 280 children in each category. Jhis group was fur- 
ther enlarged through adoptions by out-of<listrict and non-public schools 
where teachers had heard of and requested the SEE program. 



By the end of our second year of development we were to have an approxi- 
mate student population of 5,000 children in 33 school districts in and out- 
side of Nevy. Jersey, 'This unanticipated growth of the program brought us 
to the point v^ere it could ho longer be maintained by its one-man staff 
and the teacher of the original pilot experimental kindergarten classes was 
given the full time assignment of working with Project SEE. ^ 

* "9 

The physical expansion of SEE was more than matched by its conceptual 
growth.^ Though we continued to center oOr efforts in the area of visual 
orientation, our involvement in the totality of learning made it clear to us 
that we must be multi-sensory - for the totality of learning involved the 
totality of the individual. The requisite articulation, l^y the children, of tbo 
structured visual stimuli wf^ich we offered them generated unysual vocabu- 
lary growth and communication skills and affected their auditory response. 
The exercises in graphic replication did much to affect eye-hand coordina- 
tion and manipulative control and the attitudes generated by the program as 
a whole resulted in an independence of thought and action* , 

A highlight of our two-year existence came with the recognition of SEE, by 
the Office of Prograrn Developnient, New Jersey Department pf Education, 
as being exemplary and innovative. Similar recognition of innovativeness, 
being cost effective, exportable and exemplary was accorded SEE by the 
President's National Advisory Council for Title III and the United States 
Office of Education. As a result of this recognition the program was made 
available to other districts. 
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The student is the center of the activity of learning. While 
it is the {eacher who teaches it is the student who shoul- 
ders the onus of learning. It is the student who must in- 
termlize experiences and relate what has been discovered 
to the teacher, (( is the student who must analyze the 
data and elicit from it the meaning of th^ experience. It 
will be the student .who must differentiate the data, make 
the comparisons and the analogies. It is the teacher who 
offers the materials for investigation hut it must be the 
student who investigates, defines and articulates that 
which is learned. 
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It was becoming increasingly evident that SEE was meeting a recognized 
need. The requests for the program were now coming in from a national 
dudience as well as from the state and, by the end of our third year SEE 
was in use in over ninety New Jersey districts and in twenty-three differ- 
ent out-of-state districts from California to Massachusetts and from Minn- 
esota to Florida. The staff had been expanded to two full-time personnel 
as .well as the part-time director/originator, A third level of SEE was de- 
signed for introduction to our pilot groups which were now on the second 
grade level. Concurrently the Level II program was expanded from its ori- 
ginal^pjlot ''♦atus to a full blown experimental/contrpi program in the Union 
Township district and was offered to the out-of-district and non-public part- 
icipants in our Level I program. Thie Level I program had now become an 
acpepted entity and was no longer treated as an experimental program: 

In addition, responding to numerous requests from remediation specialists, 
we developed a tactile version of the SEE visuals. This instructional kit, 
labeled TACTUALS,' offered three-dimensional counterparts of the Level I 
program. Since it was not our intent to structure the SEE program as a re- 
medial program we have made no effort, to date, to field test the TACT- 
UALS and hence there is no definitive data as to their effectiveness. 

From, the inception of the SEE program, three years ago, we had no insight 
as to when the goals of the program would come to fruition. The analysis 
of our test results and the evaluation of the program, as a whole, indicates 
that what we were looking to achieve has, in fact, been achieved and thart 
continued investigation into training for learning will probably not be nec- 
^ essary at this time. 

The SEE experience has been art exciting one. The wide acceptance of SEE 
by* the classroom teacher, the very positive response of the children who 
have worked with it and the state and national recognition we have received 
^ have been gratifying and have given ifs thb satisfaction of contributing to 
the improvement o^education. Of evfeo-gfeater significance, perhaps, is that 
in worliing in a heretofore unexplored area we, as teachers, have gained in- 
sight and understanding in the mb^t fundamental of educational exper- 
iences ' learning. 

/ r 



We have found that awarenass is notHjjiherent * that children can be trained 
to be more sensorially sehsitive, and, that this sensitivity can be structured 
into a methodology for the processing of experience. We have found that 
children possess capabilities of analysis and cognitive action far exceeding^ 
that which they have been assumed to have and that these can be utilized to 
brpaden the scop, of their educational experience. 

A program for the development of visual perception must^ most logically, be 
approached visually. So Project SEE centered its instructipn around a se- 
quenced set of visual experiences tt^ be analyzed and exposited by the child- 
ren, then related to and replicated. iThe visuals in Level I, forty (40) in num- 
ber, started with the most elementary (a) single line element and progressed 
with increasing difficulty to (b) two non-interacting lines, (c) two lines 
vi/hich interact, (d) jlen^ents made up of three components, (e) simple 
shapes, (f)'IShape / line combinations and (g) shape / shape combinations. 
These were placed in* a frame of reference so that the children would see 
them as being a part of a greater totality (gestait). ( see Appendix: Chart 1 ) 

/ 

/ 

Our goal of internalizing the learning dictated our basic methodology - the 
teacher could not tell the children what they were to learn - the children 
must tell the teacher what they had learned! This placed the onus of learn- 
ing on the children and made the teacher a provider of experience and a dir- 
ector of its exposition. 



We assimled do pripr knowledge on the part of the children even though it 
was existant in varying degrees. We wanted to structure the pattern of learn- 
ing so we had to also structure the experiences of the children leading to 
such learning. . 



Our inpurto the children's experience banks was the frame which defined 
the space in which the elenients were placed* This we gave to the<:hildren 




as a starting point but all other vocabulary was to be generated by the child- 
ren themselves. 

The children were seated in front of the visual card which was placed on an 
easel or other suitable stand. Care was taken to place the children in such a 
way as to avoid peripheral viewing since the ensuant distortion would offer 
an essentially different image. 




The children were directed to look carefully at the card and to describe 
what they saw. They were to tell all they could about the(a)element (printed 
in orange), (b) its relationship to the frame (printed in black), and (c) its rel- 
ative position in the space defined by the frame. The exposition of the vis- 
uals was the children's activity! It was the child who had to clearly describe 
what was seen. It was the child who had to generate the necessary vocabu- 
lary. It was the teacher who had to elicit this inforniation from the child. 
A straight horizontal line might have been described as one which, 'gbes 
from the door to the window' or 'across' or the chiid may even have ap- 
proached the card, traced his finger along the line and said, 'it goes this way.' 
Any descriptions sufficed as long as they correctly described the element. 
At the outset we recognized the minimal vocabulary of the children and we 
accepted even the most 'creative' and 'original' descriptions as long^as they 
accurately described the visual. In time, however, the children caryie to re- 
cognize the need for sorrie standardization of vocabulary and this wias either 
generated from within the group or elicited, as one of a number o/ possible 
answers, from' the teacher. At no time, during any phase of the/ program, 
were the children told they were wrong. However, at no time^Was an in- 
correct answer accepted. The children were to be brought to the realization 
of their own errors and, further, they were to be prepared to riiake the de- 
termination as to how they could be corrected! 
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The expositive phase of the lesson continued only long enough for the visual 
to be fully described. It was not ntoessary for every child to racite since the 
program was to be given at least three times a w^k and in that time every 
child would have the opportunity to respond. Further, if every child were 
given the opportunity to recite on any given day it would have prolonged 
the lesson to the point of possibly palling on the children. 

In the second phase of the daily lesson the children were directed to cartful- 
ly search around the room and locate objects which contained the alaoiant 
in the visual under discussion. A straight vertical line might have been seen 
as the corner of the room, the leg of a chair or table, the side of a window. 



; 




It was important that at all times the element and its 'real' countMrpart ba 

seen in the same orientation. If the element were truly vertical then its 

counterpart must also have been seen as being vertical. If the visual under 
inspection was too complex as to afford easy application it might have been 
treated in terms of its component parts or the children might have con- 
structed facsimiles from objects found around the room. Wt ware looking, 
here, for the concept of application and out-of-context adaptation of the 
learning and we were willing to accept even the most creative and original 
interpretations of the children. Once again, we did not prolong the activity 
and after several children responded we progressed to the third and final 
phase of the daily lesson. 

/ 

The visual card was placed face down and the children were given vwk 



#iMts which had Imm prt*prinl0d with a framt. smaller than, but in pro- 
portion to, the frame on the visual. They were given soft-laad primary pan* 
dis but no erasers. We wanted to engender a positive attitude toward error 
and the recognition and acceptance that error is part of the learning process 
and not something to be ashamed of. Children have a right to be wrong! 
Any errors that did occur v^e to simply 1)8 crossed out and redrawn. This 
also served to indicate to the teacher that the children were indeed realizing 
their errors and correcting them. 




and placed so that all children had a direct, unimpaired view of it. The dir- 
ection was given to look carefully at the card and to draw what was seen. 
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We always off trad a model from which to work sinoa wa wara looking to 
davalop visual trust and raliability rathar than a mamory rasponaa. As the 

children worked the teacher would go from child to child asking those who 
had made obvioi^s errors to check their work by looking again and compar- 
ing what they had done with the visual on display. A child might even place 
his work next to the visual for a more accurate comparison. The replication 
is merely a reenforcament of the act of perception therefore it is not imper- 
ative that ev^ry child successfully complete each visual. It is the totality of 
the process w^ich is important! However, if at least half the class did not 
successfully replicate the visual a critique lesson would be held on the fol- 
lowing day. At that time the children's papers would be critically compared 
with the visual. The children would make the determination as to whether 
or not the individual replication was successful and if not what correction^, 
would be needed. On the following day that same element would be intro- 
duced for a second time and again be replicated. No matter what the re- 
sponse of the children this visual would not be repeated again as a daily les- 
son. 

t 

On the completion of a series of any four visuals a review lesson would be 
given. Review work sheets imprinted with four frames, proportional to but 
smaller than that on the visual, would be given to the children. The four 
previously completed visuals would be shown again, one at a time, and re- 
plicated in the frame indicated by the teacher. The review lesson marked 
the final use of these particular frames. 

The SEE program is designed as a totality and is seeking to establish a pro- 
cess rather than produce a product. It has been designed to be given to an 
entire class at the same time. Should a child miss a lesson or not successfully 

replicate a visual he is to continue on with the class. 

\ 

The Level II program follows the same formW as that followed in Level I. 
The set of forty visuals starts with the last iten visuals of the Level I kit. 
These are followed by experiences of (a) shape within shape, (b) shape over- 
lapping shape (at which point we introduce the variation of solid and out- 
lined elements) and (c) shapes juxtaposed so as to give the illusion of the 
third dimension. ( see Appendix: Chart 2 ) 

\ 
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The Level II program also contains a series of twelve photographs of sinfiple 
blocks. These may be introduced toward the latter part of the year and are 
treated as are the regular visuals. The elements are to be analyzed as to 
shape, line, direction,,propQrtion, texture, etc. and then replicated. 
( see Appendix: Chart 3 ) 
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bingo, each child is given a game card on which is imprinted elements simi- 
lar to those used for the instructional visuals. These are placed in columns 
under the letters S, I, G, H and T. The teacher is supplied with a set of over- 
head transparancies corresponding to the elements on the cards and letter 




/ 

* / 



coded for identification. She projects these calling out the particular letter 
under which the element could be found. Those children having cards with 
that elerfient cover it with discs supplied with the game and the first child to 
complete the assigned game task calls, 'Out of Sight!' The card can then 
easily be checked against the transparancies which have been called. Addi- 
tional learning experiences may be introduced by designing game tasks of 
letter forms such as the 0, S, M, N, etc. Since Out of Sight is a learning ex- 
perience it may, at times, be offered in lieu of the regular daily lesson. 




The most recent development in the SEE program are our TACTUALS 
(tactile-visuals). These three-dimensional visuals, made of high inrfpactsty- 
rene, have been produced in response to numerous requests for a version of 
the SEE program for use with children having learning disabilities. The 
TACTUAL kit consists of the first twenty-four visuals of Level I and a 
'color-forms' type of student work sheet with which the student can con- 
struct rather than draw the replication. ThB TACTUALS have not yet been 
field tested and there is no definitive data available as to their effectiveness. 
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'^^^^>^^ Throughout the life of the program children, at alf levels, were pre and post 
tested with the appropriate versions of the staff designed, Knobler Perceptu- 
al Development Series Tests. The Level I (see Appendix: Chart 4) and 
Level II (see Appendix: Chart 5) tests each consisted of thirty problems se- 
quenced by degree of difficulty and presented in sets of ten on three con- 
secutive days. We place no time constraints for the completion of the test 
since we are interested in determining the level of perception and not the 
speed of re^gnition. The tests have been designed for easy presentation 
and scor^ by the regular classroom teacher. In evaluating the SEE pro- 
gram, however, all tests from our experimental and control classes were 
marked and evaluated by the project staff, (see Appendix: Chart 6) 

Further, in recognition of the fact that testing, especially of shildren so 
young, might not be truly indicative of actual growth, we also surveyed the 
teachers of the experimental classes for their subjective evaluations based on 
their educated observations.and opinions of the children's responses over 
the life of the program (see Appendix: Chart 7). These, we feel, give us ^ 
greater insight into the totality of the program. 



The 'A' series (pre test) of the Level I Knobler Perceptual Development Test 

was normed on the response of 626 children tested during the school year 
1972-73 and the 100 children in the pilot classes of 1971-72. 

I 

pKNOBLER PERCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT SERIES -i 
Norms of the Average Scores of the Level I - 'A' series 
K 1 : 16.264 
K 2 : 13.290 
K3: 13.843 



\ 
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fn evaluating the data derived from our testing we have made comparisons 
of both the averages and the medians of the: 

1. Pre to post tests of all experimental class children. 

2. Pre to post tests of all control class children. 

/ 



K2 





K3 
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3. Pre to pre tests of all experimental and control class children. 

4. Post to post tests of all experimental and control class children. 
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5. Growth differential of experimental and control class children, 
r DIFFERENTIALS • Level I / Av«rages< 
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K1 
K2 
K3 



Experimental 


Control 


6.756 


3.588 


6.242 


2.914 


6.905 


3.377 



The 'A' series (pre-test) of the Level II Knobler Perceptual Development 
Test was normed on the response of 525 children tested during the school 
year 1973-74 and the 100 children of the pilot classes tested in 1972-73. 

r KNOBLER PERCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT SERIES^ 
Norms of the Average Scores of the Level II - 'A' series 
K1: i7.966 
K2: 15.142 
KrS: 11.888 



The data from the Level II testing was subjected to the same evaluation as 
was the data from the Level I Jtesting. 

1. Pre to post tests of all experimental class children. 

2. Pre to post tests of all control Ciass children. 
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3. Pre to pre tests of experimental and control class children. 

4. Post to post tests of experimental and control class children. 
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p DIFFERENTIALS - Uvtl II /Avtragti- 
Exparimmtal Control 
K 1 6.3796 2.8679 
K2 7.1528 3.0237 
K3 7.6186 3.7678 

We have also isolated the results of children from varying types of commun- 
ities and, where datd>%as available, compared the results from prt-schools, 
urban, suburban and rural communities to those of the children in the 
Union Township schools. 
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While the test results are impressive we feel they must be suspect since they 
are merely indicative of the response of children at a given point in time and 
are specifically related to the replication activity of the program In order 
to gain greater msight into the breadth of the program we asked the teach 
ers who used the program for their opinions and observations. A thirteen , 
point questionaire, requiring scaled evaluation and anecdotal commentary 
^vas sent**to all te<^fchers m and out of district and state who were involved m 
*he prograna. Responses were received from teachers in rural, suburban and 
urban communities, frorri^re schools and parochiaf schools and from as far 
away as Cahfornia Over dp^'o of the respondants were favorably inclined to 
watfi the progranh Their comments to the anecdotal questions, we feel, 
give ample justification for Project SEE. 

In response to Carry over into other curriculum a^-eas, . , ^ 
... do left to right orientation, fewer reversals. 

... increased visual acuity. 

in math, shapes and angles, eye / hand coordination in writing, more 
precise in drawing. 

... children explain how to print letters of alphabet by usir^ e terms 
slanted, curved, etc. 

... their freedom to explain what they see carries over into all class dis- 
cussions and they have no fear in saying what they feel. 

... help in language arts, verb5kzing, comparing with known objects. 

... work books, weekly readers, geometric shapes, general number work. 



... exoeption«t growth in art work, increased awareness of shapes in the 
ervironment. 

... Project SEE definitely aided our math program. The vocabulary be- 
came an important tool in math. Since motor control was develop- 
ed to a finer degree with Project SEE there was remarkable carry 
over in art and printing. 

... my class was very poor in following instructions in any subject, 
there was improvement here, they performed well and were very at- 
tentive. ' 

. ... I believe youngsters have an innate ability for keeness. They are not 
complicated so they tend to see in a vyay that is unique, and very dif- 
ferent from the way that an adult would view things. This ability 
has never. really had room to grow as far as the curriculum is concern* 
ed; but this program uses that ability for perception to be brought 
to its potential. 
In response to: Children's reactions . . . 

... enjoyed discussing, reproducing and locating objects which contain- 
ed the elements. 

... children became very serious when trying to reproduce the visuals. 

... children receptive to the program, enjoyed dciplicating the figures, 
adept at identifying concrete objects that resemble the figures. 

... 'Out of Sight' became one of their favorite activities. 

... children gail^ confidence in tajking before a group. Children show 
a desire to perform and are pleased when result is praised, and ex- 
press an interest to continue. 

... if the frame is not presented by a certain .time of the day, many 
children will question me as to when we are going to use it. 
In response to: Teacher's reactions . . . 

... I think it really sharpened the awareness of the children. They 
were able to make more delineated criticisms. I plan to use SEE be- 
fore we go into math workbooks. Helps to increase attention span. 
Improves ability to Xajfe directions. 
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... this is my first experience in working with Proftcl SEE. i enjoyed it 

because I was able to see the children improve greatly in all areas al- 
most every day. 

... great possibilities for locating problems, creates group participation. 
A good way to start the day enthusiastically. 

... I was delighted to find such an inexpensive program in training visu- 
al perception. 

... the teacher becomes more skillful in drawing information from stu- 
dents. I am learning how to phrase questions properly. 

... it helps in getting hyperactjve children to listen and follow direc- 
tions. 

... I am presenting the program to other ... kindergarten teachers. Af- 
ter two years of testing, I am recommending adoption throughout 
the system. 

... the children gain much self-confidence, along with respect for their 
peers, and acceptance of different explanations. 

... Project SEE enabled the children to concentrate for longer periods 
o\ time with other curricular acti^ties such as the reading program, 
and verbalization. We were able to cover more material per session, 
because of increased attention span, response to given directions im- 
proved immensly. Children began using vocabulary developed in 
Project SEE to describe personal experiences. 

mm 

Each new evaluation of SEE has brought to light an outgrowth of the pro- 
gram we had not previously anticipated. At our inception, three years ago, 
our expectations were minimal. Not knowing what children could do we 
could, in no way, predict what they should be able to do. In fact, at each 
stage of development we were told that the children could not do what we 
had structured and, at each ^tage the children, not only accomplished what 
we had planned but actually went beyond. 
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Our approach was totally open. Wo would be thankful for whatever we 
could achieve over and beyond that which the literature said children would 
normally achieve. We trained for heightened visual response and this we 
achieved. We found, also, that the format of the program generated atypi- 
cal vocabulary growth and auditory response, improved eye / hand coordin- 
ation and motor control, heightened descriptive powers and self-assuredness. 

SEE vyas designed for introduction at the kindergarten level yet it is being 
used from pre-school up to and including the eighth grade. 

SEE has not been designed as a pre-reading program and no attempt has 
been made to relate to reeding ability yet SEE is being used in right-to* 
read pfbgrams and by reading and remedial reading specialists. 

SEE was not designed as a remedial program and has not been f ieM tested in 
this area yet it is being used with all types of impaired children. 

SEE is not an art program yet the generation of heightened awareness signif- 
icantly affects pictorial and creative responses of children. 

SEE is not a language arts program yet it significantly enriches the child's 
vocabulary, makes him more articulate and descriptive and enhances his 
skills of communication. 

SEE focuses on visual activity but significantly affects all the senses. 

The elements of SEE are not new but the totality of SEE is unique. SEE 
embodies the pragmatism of John Dewey and the sensory awareness of 
Rudolph Arnheim. It recognizes that it is the internalization of primary ex- 
perience which leads to the most significant learning. That internalization is 
the result of the sensate interaction of the learner with the experience and 
the ensuant processing of its inherent data in light of the learner's prior ex- 
perience! It recognizes that a chiki must be allowed to learn. That what is 
most im|x>rtant is not what a teecher teaches but what the child learns. The 
child must be at the center of the learning experience...SEE puts him there! 
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As a result of the 1973 national validation of SEE by th^ standards and 
guidelines of the United States Office of Educatipn ^nd consistant with the 
purposes of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title III, the pro- 
gram is now funded as a demonstration site. Interested persons may contact 
the SEE staff at the Union Township Board of Education to arrange for on- 
site visitation. The staff is also available for orientation presentations to 
potential consumers and provides teacher training to those districts adopt- 
ing the program on either a district-wide or individual school basis. 

Project produced instruction kits, consisting of: 
a set of 40 instructional visuals 
teacher's guide 

pre-printed spiVit masters for the Knobler Perceptual Development tests 
mimeograph stencils for the daily and review work sheets 
the Out of Sight perception game 
are available, at cost, from the producer district. Level I and Level II kits 
contain the same materials with the exception of the instructional visuals 
and the teacher's guides. The TACTUAL kit, which we see .as being supli- 
mentary contains only tactile versions of the first 24 Level I visuals, 6 stu- 
dent work cards and the teacher's guide. 

In addition to the aforementioned materials and services the participants 
will receive the project newsletter 'SEE / SAW and be eligible for consulta- 
tion services by the project staff. In return we ask that participating dis- 
tricts supply us with all data and that participating teachers be willing to re- 
spond to an evaluation questionaire on the impact of the program. There is 
no charge for the program other than the non-profit cost of the instruction 
kit. All services and dissemination materials are funded by the New Jersey 
ESEA, Title III dissemination program. The cost of installing the SEE pro- 
gram is limited to the instruction materials. The program calls for no special 
staff, facilities or equipment. It is, for all intents and purpose, non-expend- 
able. The spirit masters and mimeograph stencils will easily reproduce 
three year's supply of materials. 
S 

J 
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The Union Township Public Schools, through the ESEA, Title III Project SEE, and 
with the authorization of the New Jersey State Department of Education, Office of 
Program Development, offer, to interested educators, the training, services and mat- 
erials requisite to the replication of the SEE program. 



Producer School District 

As representatives of the Producer School District the Project SEE staff will pro- 
vide the following services and materials to a Consumer School District desiring to 
commit itself to the replication of the SEE program: 

1. Provide orientation and descriptive materials on Project SEE. 

2. Provide instructional kits consisting of: 

Level I: 

A set of 40, Level I instructional visuals 
Teacher's guide for the Level I program 
Spirit masters' for the production of the pre and post- 
test versions of the Knobler Perceptual Development 
< Series- Level I 

Minrieograph stencils for the production of the daily 

and review work sheets 
The Out of Sijiht perception game 

Level II: 

A set of 40, Level 1 1 instructional visuals 

Teacher's guide for the Level II program 
^ Spirit masters for the production of the pre and post- 

test versions of the Knobler Perceptual Development 
Series - Level II 

Mimeograph stencils for the production of the daily 
and review work sheets 

The but of Sight perception game 

TACTUALS : 

A set of 24 tactile instructional cards 

Teacher's guide 

A set of 6 student work cards 

3. These materials will be offered at the non-profit cost of production. 
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4. Loan or make available for purchase a film strip / tape for the training 
' of teachers not able to be trained by the SEE staff, 

5, Provide a 2/2 hour training workshop to be conducted at the site of Xhe 

Consumer District (for groups of 10 or more persons), or at a cen- 
tral location for a consolidated group of two or more districts, or 
at the site of the Producar District. Though this workshop is for 
the primary purpose of teacher training*it is suggested that it be 
attended by related administrative personnel and by non-involv- 
ed instructional staff. 
The workshop will cover: 

A. The rationale and philosophy of Project SEE 

B. Instruction in the presentation and grading of the 
Knobter Pef^ptual Development Series tests' 

C. Orientation to the to^lity of, and instruction in, 
the methodology of the program 

. 6. Provide all reasonable consultant services to the Consumer District inclu- 
ding, but not limited to, visitations to the Consumer District for 
on-site observation and evaluation. 
7. Provide the periodic newsletter; 'SEE / SAW to all participants in the 
program. 

Consumer School District 

A school district, having purchased the SEE program, may avail itself of the afore- 
mentioned services of the Producer District through a commitment to replicate the 
SEE program with the understanding that: 

1. It follows the general format as delineated in the teacher's guide allow- 

ing for variations which stem from the uniqueness of the teacher 
and the student population. 

2. The program is to be offered a minimum of three times per week. 

3. The participating teachers will undergo traihing by the SEE staff, an 

authorized representative of the SEE staff or through the slide / 
tape presentation designed for -this purpose. * 

4. All test data will be remitted to the Producer District. 

5. Participating (eachers will respond to a subjective questionair^ relating 

to the impact of the program. 

6. There be, if requested, an on-site observation of the program, by a mem- 

ber(s) of the SEE staff to assure correct replication of the pro- 
gram. 



Dirtctor, Proi«ct SEE Rtprtwntttiv* of th« Contum«r District 
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Chart 1: LEVEL I VISUALS 
Chart 2: LEVEL II VISUALS 
Chart 3: LEVEL II PHOTOGRAPHS 

Chart 4: KNOBLER PERCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT SERIES TESTS ■ LEVEL I 
Chart 5: KNOBLER PERCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT SERIES TESTS ■ LEVEL II 
Charts: TEACHER'S SUBJECTIVE EVALUATION 
Chart?: MAP TO THE UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT 
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WHA T HA VE YOU SEEN? 



We are asking all participating teachers in PROJECT SEE to fill jDut a brief questionnaire 
which will become an important part of our data. 

As we have previously stated, we feel that the teacherls subjective evaluation can be more 
significant than any test scores. We would like, therefore, to ask what changes, if any, you 
have seen ir. childrens' responses that you might attri^iute to thei. involvement in the SEE 
program. Using a scale from 1 to 5 please indicate the degree of growth you have noticed 
in the following areas: 



1. Increased attention span 
.11 I 2 



NO GROWTH LITTLE GROWTH AVERAGE GROWTH ABOVE AVERAGE EXCEPTIONAL 

GROWTH GROWTH 



2. Improved response to given directions 

I ^ I ' I L 



NO GROWTH 



LITTLE GROWTH AVERAGE GROWTH ABOVE AVERAGE 

GROWTH 



EXCEPTIONAL 
GROWTH 



3, Improved visual awareness 



NO GROWTH 



LITTLE GROWTH AVERAGE GROWTH ABOVE AVERAC3f£ 

GROWTH 



EXCEPTIONAL 
GROWTH 



4. Improved visual conceptualization 



1 



i 



i 



i 



NO GROWTH 



LITTLE GROWTH AVERAGE GROWTH ABOVE AVERAGE 

GROWTH 



EXCEPTIONAL 
GROWTH 



5. Ability to see objects in context (Gestalt understanding) 

I ' I ' I ^ I ^ L 



NO GROW! H 



LITTLE GROWTH AVERAGE GROWTH ABOVE AVERAGE 

GROWTH 



EXCEPTIONAL 
GROWTH 



6. Better motor control 

I 1 



NO GROWTH 



LITTLE GROWTH AVERAGE GROWTH ABOVE AVERAGE EXCEPTIONAL 

ohuWiM GROWTH 



7. Ability to replicate visuals 

I ' I L 



NO GROWTH L»TTLfc GROWTH AVt RAGE GROWTH ABOVE AVERAGE EXCEPTIONAL 

GROWTH GROWTH 



39 



8. Increase in ability to verbalize and describe 
^1 12 I 3 



NOGRUW1,H LITTLE GROWTH AVERAGE GROWTH ABOVE AVERAGE EXCEPTIONAL 

GROWTH GROWTH 



9. Increase in use of vocabulary 

1^1^ I 



NO UHO^tH LITTLE OHOWTh AVbRAGE GROWTH ABOVfc AVERAGE EXCEPTIONAL 

GROWTH GROWTH 

10. Improvertient in self-discipline 

NO GROWTH LITTLE GROWTH^' AVERAGE GROWTH ABOVE AVERAGE EXCEPTIONAL 

GROWTH GROWTH 

11. Improvement in self-direction 



1^1^ L 



NO GROWTH LITTLE GROWTH AVERAGE GROWTH ABOVE AVERAGE EXCEPTIONAL 

GROWTH GROWTH 



12. Carryover into othe^r curriculum areas. Please specify: 



13. Pinpoint perceptual or visual impairment and referral for examination: YES. NO. 

14. Children's reaction to the SEE program: 

) 

/ 

0 

• 15. Teachers' reactions to the SEE program (general and specific if possible): 



Name^ Date 

Cnhr>r>l . <^rhnn\ District _ 



Grdd('*_— Number of Studentv KU: Level l„_Level 11^ 

Type of Program: Rpfjninr Rpmpdinl Snecial Education 

I hank you very much for (he i^cncrtnis «/i inn of vour time oml your coopcratiou 
\lillon kuohhr. Director 

Ih-ojccl SEE ) 'M' i 3 




f.O 



FRir- 



UNION TOWNSHIP PUBLIC SCHOOLS, UNION, N. J. 
Producer JDistrict for ESEA Title III Project SEE 

A Administrative Offices - 2369 Morris Avenue 
S Project SEE office - Hamilton Scfiool 
DEMONSTRATION SITES 

1 Bdttip Hill School 3 Franklin School 

7 Connecticut Fainn< School 4 L^vmg^ton School 



5 Washinnton School 



t ' 




COFY«tGHT(C;1974 BY THE UNION TOWNSHiF SOARO Of EOUCATION, UHiOU, N€W JERSEY 
THE MATEWtALS ^^RESENTEO HEREIN WERE #»RE^AREO PURSUANT TO A GRANT fflOM THE 
\fw JtRSHY STATE DEPARTMENT OP EDUCATION UNDER PROVISIONS Of THE €tEM€NT 
ARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATJON ACT OP t96e, TITUE Mi. HOWEVER, THt OPINIONS 
t^^'WfcSSEO HFWF^N DO NOT NECESSARILY REFtECT ^HE'J'OStTION OR POLICV ol- l " 
NEW JERStv STATE :)EPARTM€NT Of EDUCATION OR THE UNITED STATES OFPlCE OF 
EDUCATION ^ 





